COMAL-80 Standardisation & Development Group Meetings
niversity of Copenhoagen,2nd & 3rd Decembar 1983,

NOTE
As the meetings of the two
v o WHER T g interleoved
throughout the two doys, these
mivintes COvear bath Qv O

pizech i e,

L0 Attendunce

H

1.1 Members of the Stondords Groups

EBorge Christensen (Chairman), Kevin FRynn (Secretaryl,
Roy  Atherton  (Chairmon of the Comol80 Development Groop ),
Jeng Evik Jensen , Arne Christensen, Erik  Jeppeson . MNaw
members  odmitted (see 3.2 below) Dovid Christensen y Anders
Anstard, Bengt Nillson.

1w Observers s

Bernodette 0fleary, Rody Ruan yHalls BochMogens
Falla,lars Lanersan.

Borge Christensen(BC) welcomed the porticipants ond
snid  they were meeting at o critical time for Comol. Many
structured Rosics were on the market and to succeed we must

make progress  guickly. He felt the adoption of Comal80 hy
Commodore for their 64 mochine would be a heln.,

Arne  Christensen said that as  there hod  bean  no
preliminory civculation of proposels there wos nothing reody
to be odded to the Kernal. Borge Christensen falt  that
decisions  were essentiol, ond  informed the meaeting thoat
whatever its ontcome he (Borge Christensen ) would no Longsy

be  Chairmon., Roy  Atherton  suggested thot some decisions
should be made, aven if they woere not  optimal. Reody  Ryan

soid  we should not be discouraged. He believed Comol hod o
chance to banafit  from  the conflict betwesn Pascal  and
Rowic. AT of us  could benefit by co-operoting to bring
Comal to the markst.
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Tt was suggested thot porticiponts should contribute to
the administrative costs of the Group. Borge Christensen
soid Comol hod olways been o "low-budget® JTonguoge . Rengt
Nilsson falt companies should contribute.

A0 New members

There were three new implementers represented Acornsoft,
Fegalte-Studiom, and  Dansk  Dato Elektronik. When it was
proposed thot oll three be odmitted os Full members of the
Comalf0  Standardisation Group , Mogens Felle said that of
the vepresentotives might not be able to commit their
companias  to  decisions made ot the mesting. It was agreed
to odnit all three, represented respactively by @ T
Christensan , Bangt Nilsson and Anders Ansted.

AL3 0 Agendo

Borge Christensen suggested, ond it wos ogreed, that a
Comaldd  Davelopment Group meeting should first be held. Tt
wig olao ogreed to postpone considerotion of the dote ond
Location of the neaxt mesting.

The Comolf0 Stondordisation Group adjourned at 2um.

B3
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COMAL-80 Davelopment Group Meeting
Undversity of Copenhogen, Fridoy 2 December 1983.

4.0 Introduction

Borge Christensen(RC) opened the meeting and introduced
tha  thras new members. Bernadette 07Lenry(BOL) agreed to
act os secretory due to the deporture of Brendan Lynch  Ffrom

tha  gronp, Roy  Atherton (RAY  took the chair and it was
oogreed  thot the meeting would ottempt to Finish the

definition of the kervel.There were nn objections to the
minutes of the previous meeting and he opened discussion on
mattars arising from Lhese minutes,

.0 Motters Arising
Brope ond Binding.

Jeng Erik Jensen(JED) suggested we toke simpler motters
First,  Kevin Rgan(KR) pointed out that it was not discussed
previously becouse it was too complex ond since it wos  two
years  since it was First mentioned, it was time we knew the
position. RA mode the point that Dovid Cheistensen(DC)  hod
not rand the paper and therefore conld not contribute, so it
should be postponed. KR brought to notice the discussion of
hinding in the Acornsoft paper . Finally it was decided to
digcuss FXEC - o simple item, before the break.

D HXER

RE presented the choices (1D)0bligotory ,(2)0ptional, or
(B Bafinitaly Absent.

Arne Christensen(AR) wos not in fovour of (2).

G argned that Ff LET in the assignment statement is
optionnl, FEXFC should also be optional since they were the
aame tiype of stabement.

AL sodd thot the soame orgument could hold for the DATA
statamsant .

KR soid  thot without on EXFC ony  rubbish con  be
interprated as a procedare call.

i
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RC only liked chodces (2) and (3)  in  particulor  (2).
He arguad  that optionality was necegsary in order Lo ase
procedures dn command mode.  For exomple, in Grophics  one
shonld be able to say TURN as they do in LOGO, not EXED TURN
which ds cumbersome. This presents the user with o shrong
nhstract tool.

Mogens Pelle(MP) argued thot procedures should not  be
wsad in this manmar.,  For this type of application you need
o different structure in the lovguoge, one should not  use
procadares to use new hardware focilitiss.,

RE cloimed thot EXFC was o nuisonce ot times and it wos
only introducad  initinlly during the transition from BASIC
Lo COMal .

M @oid  thot there should by another Wiy of
implamanting new keywords, with EXEC the user can alwoys
find the boady of a procedure in the code,

KA ramarkad  that  in the new structurad BASTCs,
procedures hove no porentheses ond no FXFC and they seem to
work wvery wall,

JEJ s0dd it wos dmportont to keep parentheses and  EXEC
s0 tha nser conld distinguish between axtended keywords from

mochine longuoge routines ond procedure calls which coan  be
Listad.

AL thought thot JEO*s argument was a good one in favour
of  leaving  out parentheses, becanse the way procedures are
implemented should not motter, they ore all called the same
Wi, He was in favour of choice (3).

00 gove on exomple of where it was mnecessary to  hove
maraentheses s

o ¥= Fap lypow 2,3
n 4= zap (L,pow(l), 3)
o ¥= orap (1,pow(?,3))

He mode the point thot COMAL should  he read cleorly, one
shonld not have to sort out ambigutities.

K& suggested thot a vote should be token on: no EXFC,

no  parentheses  in procedoares ond optional wparentheses in
functions,

KK argued thot we were in no position to moke o
decision on  this. We should only vote on what AC proposed
since he wos the only one who wrote o poaper giving his
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opinioms, otherwise we conld moke a  bad mistake. He
suggested tholt before moking o chonge each member should
write a paper outlining their stand., He pointed out that AC
hod only proposed Option I ¢ Neo EXFC  and no  Forentheses)

From  his  papar, and no  proposals had been received from
other members.,

RA proposed thot we should stort with o vote on (I and
that we make ACYs paper the centre of discussion.

Frik Jdeppesend(FJ) soid thot others hod not  sent out
proposals as  they are guite satisfisd with the present
wituntion.

A vote for (I wos  defeated 4-2, AL praposed (A),

(EXED  and parentheses  hoth  obligotory). {(AY wns also
defeoted S-1.,

DECIDED to leove the Kernel unmodified. EXFC optional ond
parentheses abligatory.

Macting wos then adjourned for 30 mins.

9.3 Soope and Binding.

RA brought to notice the four popers by the following

aubhorg s

(1) Arne Christensen.

() A/78 Regnecentrolen. (distributed ot meeting)

(3) TuC.D (notes with Agenda)

(4) Acornsoft poper (Poge 21)
Frasantly no firm roles exist, he suggested that anch anthor
should stote their position.

AL sodd thot this wos o complicoated motter and we
should be very careful when discussing new proposals in cose
we overlook something.

Rody Ryon(RR) suggested thot we have o preliminary
maating and not make a decision right now.

JE ogreed ond soid we should think over +this subject
and decide the following doy.

R suggested thot each member moke o stotement.

—

AC started by ontlining the yproblems of scope and
hinding so thot everyone could understond whot they were.
He illustratad thot the complications arose  becanse COMAL
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P OOromns O howve both  OFEN  and " CLOSED  procedures.
Conflicts ariae hetwaan OFEN/CLOSED procedaraes,

Btoatic/Dynomic  binding, Nesting/No Nesting of procedure
definitiong.,

KR soid thot the problems orose with binding in  OFFN
and CLOSED procadures.

RC put forword the Ffollowing exomple ond osked for
commant o

tE oa= "ANDY
printout ("NONGENSE " )

I

|

FROC printout(ts)
I
outout
|

ENTFROC

|

FROC output
FRINT ¢
ENDFROC

He osked whot volue of 4% would be printed 7

B nrguad that one should know from  the main  program
which ovguments will be altered by o procedure.

KR arguad  that it is easier to understond  stotic
progroms,  ond it dis  horder to apply logic to dynomic

programs.  Matanic have the same stand on stabtic hinding as
TEIS

DE argued that  the most  dmportont thing is how o
program s execgted.  He claimed that peowple work through o
progrom with stotic binding, but with dunomic one con  see
whnt, is going on.

KR soid thot printing the most recent wvolue of o
varinhble is very dangerous. If o programmer uses parametars
there dis no problem ond no  dispute  between +the different
implamantations.,

RC sodd with regord to his eorlier exomple,that he
axplaing Y48 as  being "alive", therefore he explains
duviomic binding to his students.
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RA  recognizad  the existence of two MY 8 four
implementors  being  din faovour of dunomic binding and two in
favour of static binding.

AL offered to exploin o "trick® he used din his first
implamantation which could bring the two camps togethaer.  He
suggested thot we moke o few rules: The yporometers of  an
OFEN  procedure  which  calls another OFEN procedure are not
availoble to the colled OFFN procedure. There dis still a
problam  if  calls  to OFEN and CLOSED procedures are mixed.
The fallowing restriction resalves this problems:

An OFEN procedare can call o CLOSED procedure.
A CLOSEFD procedure conmot coll on OFFN procedure.

KR noted that the advantage of this restriction is that
proagraoms will then be able to ruv on oll mochines. He then
formnlised AC’s rules

(1) Frovedures connmot  hove access ta the colling
procadires paramaters,

G2 OFFN procs con call o CLOSFD,
CLOSED commot cnll an OFEN.

AL soid thot if progroms adhere to these rules, duvamic
hinding is the same as static and  binding rules arve
immoterial.

Ré wonted to Ffind o solution thot would not burden less
nhle programmers with roles.

KR soid thot the reason TCD choose stotic hinding wos
hacanse it was simplier for beginners, not on the basis of
impdsmentotd on.,

BO woid thot froam on educotors point of view, he would
much prafer static.

KR suggested thot we do not  mention the guestion of
hinding tn users, just introduce the two rules.

FJd soid thot one of the reasons they choose dunomic
hinding was that it wns not  enough  to have structured
progroms, but olso one needs modulor  progroms, They  want
nasting as an axtension, so they do not want angthing in the
kerned thot might disollow it. For exomples

FROC o CLOSED
FROC n
I
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ENDFROC p
p
|
FNDPROEC o

They wont to be oble to coll procedure "p*.

AL suggested that we axtend the second rule, to bes
() A CLOSED cannot call on OFEN thot is not defined inside
the calling CLOSED proceduare.

N did not like the idea of porvometers being treoted
differently to variables, he was not hoappy with rale (1).

KR soid thot rule (2) wos good progromming advice, but
wing nnt happy with role(l).

Rés soid thot if we occept rule (1) with the viaht' kind
of  phrasing  we mnke the kernel sensible oand leave open the
possibilities of extensions. If we connot occept rule (1) ,
we mugt maks the choice between static and dynamic hinding.

NC suggested thot not occepting rule (1) could be an
anbansion.

KR remorked thot reloxing o rule in the standord is an
implamentation decision and it is desirable to advise o L e
to follow the stondard. Rules ore worth hoving even if they
nra bad rales, in order to enforce a standard.

Ré proposed  thot the four dmplementers ivivol veds
KELAC, UL and  EJ should draft the rulas overnight, to he
sereed ot the Stondords meeting the following doy.

9.4 Rounding vs Truncation.

EJ sodd thot after lost meeting they now use rounding. b B
trimentes  since nall BASIC?s truncote. AC reamarked thoat we
should moke COMAL better thoan any BASTC. DC wos hoppy Lo
concade to rounding.

AGREEDN thot oll dmplementers round rother than truncote and
toe recommend that this be in the Kernel.
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5. Definition of 0LV and MOD.

AL pointed out the differences of the three implementotions.
He raferred to the cases (n), (h) and (¢) from his paper . The
aofe cose belings
XAV 9 XN e ©)
¢ #on )

X g Y

KR would accept DTVo , but not MODa,

AC Tiked (a) or (0.

Fuod cloimed he hod comploints from users regording the
(c) version, so he changed to (n).

R soid we should make o note thot they should be used
with positive numbers anly.

Ré remorked thot three componies use (o), FJ could not
ramanbar which they usaed.,

AL sodd it would be difficult to chonge as old DT OOTOmS
wonld go besark.

Rés proposed that this discussion be discontinued +ill

tha Ffollowing day. Decide on this issue tomorrow, together
with DIV owd MO,

Yub  Short Forms.

ecided to leave discussion till the following doy.

F.7  Teclaration of String Variables.

RC proposed thot o defoult declovotion of a simple
string  varioble ba allowad. TF o string varinbhle is used
without first being NMed , dts length is outomoticolly set
to 40. He suggested that people should think about this and
discuss it the following doy ond moy be put it in as  an
axtansion or in the kernal.

N0 suggested we look at poge 17 of the Arornsoft  paper
whare o problem with formal string parameters is detailed.

3
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RA brought the meeting to o close. The following douy
the quastions ofs  Binding, ULV and MOD, string declarations
ond short forms were to be presented to the Stondords Grouy.,

ComalB80 Developmant Group Meeting
(resumad 9.4%am Sat. 3rd December)

.8 Rinding

After o discussion on the implicotions of moking stoatic
OR dynamic ohligatory it was

AGREED thot the following three points should be recommended
for inclusion in the Kernels:

1. A Note of Advice be incorporated stoting thot "to
ansire portability of softwarse programs should NOT
rely on their formal porameters being ovailable to
called programs,”

L

v Provedure momes  must be  TMPORTed into CLOsEnD
procadures,

Lok

OFEN procedures can NOT be IMFORTed.

The following example program  illustrates the hinding
problem.  The use of "y* in PROC B is ombiguous.
yr=
all, 2)
FROC Alx,y)
3]
ENDFROC
FROC R
Frint y
ENTIFROC

9.9 Test Progroms

To dmprove semontic compatibility Kewvin Ruon(KR) asked thot
anche implamentor  send  him  some  test programs which were
bhelieved to be in occordonce with the Kernel. These would
Fyee circulatad  together with the results  obtained ond

10
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discrepencies should be reported to the secretary, who would
put these on the agenda for the next meeting.

510 Re-~use of Nomes

KR voised te gquestion of using the some nomes far (e.gu) n
Inbal and a  procadure. TED had o proposal on this which

would be considered ot the Comolf0 Standordisotion Group
Mt ivig .

Fropogal & "The first use of a nome defines its type®,

SGell 0 DIV and MOD

Tt wos reported thot Hetdnjc ond  RC poth  hod  "DTVa®  and
MO0aY, while Unicomal had "DIVH" and *MODbL*.

.12 Strings - Defoult Length

Rorge Christensen(BC) orgued that 4f dunamic strings
wara NOT implamented o Comal should provide a defanlt Length
when o string varioble wos used without ever being  DIMed.
Thare was n discussion on the relative merits of stabtic and
dynomic string hondling. BC sodid  wwe should stote  that
dynamic  was  praferred Gand not for technicnl ressons). DO
s0id he hod worked from the Kernel suntox only ond so  wos
mnnwara of this. Rody Ryan (RR) emphasised that this showed
the need for wide publicity of the Groups activities. It
wng  agrasd  that o  press relense wonld be produced by the
Secretory.  After further discussion it wos

AGREED that @

1"
A note souing thot dynamic string handling wos
prafernble would be incorporated in the Kernel.

An gxtension to the Kernel would state thot if
dynomic  satrings were NOT  implemented o defoult
langth of 40 would be given to an  unbDIiMed string
voriohle,

11
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Comal80 Standardisation Group Meeting
{(resumad 11.48am Sat 3rd Dec.)

.0 Agenda

The meeting reconvened +to deal with the autsatonding
proposnls from the Comal80 Development Group .

6ud . EXFC

AGREED wno chonge in the stondord.

.2 Scope ond Binding

With minor amendments the TCD proposal  on  noming  was
accaptad  as  was  (subject  to  ratification ) the binding
suggestions from the Comolf0 Development Group .

AGREED =

SCOPE: Within a given scope, the first use of o T M
whether os o procedure  nome, function nam,  label or
viarinahle aame (whather DiMed or wot) defines the nomes tLype .
Anyg subsequent ottempt to redefine this nome is an error.

BINDING

1. A Note of Advice to be incorporated stoting thot
"to  ensure portability of software, users programs
should NOT rely on their formol porameters being
nvailable to called progroms,®

2v  PFrocedure nomes must  be  IMPORTed into CLOSFD
proceduraes.,

L

OFEN procedures can NOT be IMFORTed.

13
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6.3 DIV and MOD

Implementors stoted their preferences from the list of
nptions  circulated by Arne Christensen after the March
mecting.  On the propozal of Mogens Pelle the option MODe
and UiVe (with HOD dafined only for positive y) was adopted
hy 7 votes to 1.

AGREED

The DIV function is defined to toke two avguments x ond
g ooond  to return the next lowest integer Jess thon or egqual
Lo tha result of dividing = by y.

The MOD function also tokes two arguments x  and s ey
muat be positive) ond returns (x - (x DIV ydey)d.
These dafinitions of MO0 and DIV are such as  to give the
fallowing results @

36 MO Hetecy A6 MOD -5 de uandefined
~ 6 JMOING R s 4 =~3& MOD ~%5 is unda2fined
S MOn S im0 35 MOD -5 die undefined
= ZHEMOD S a0 ~35 MON ~% is undefined

A6 DIV 8 g 7 36 DIV -5 ds ~8
~36 TV § is -8 34 DIV -5 ie 7

1
|

3% PIVS §g 7 35 DIV -5 dg -7
~3%5 UV 5 ig =7 ~35 UV -5 is 7

Gud Formold String Porometers.

O radsed the guastion of how the length nf a formal string
porometer  de  to be determivned, ond advocoted the method
shown on pul8 of the Acornsoft paper. This wonld involve an
(F clouse within the parometer list. Gy EJd and Lors
Lamersen(ll) all disagraesd with this. After some discussion
it wos

AGREED to leave the Stondord unchonged.

Gutn Dymomic & Static Strings.

The proposals from the Davelopment Group were generally
acceptoble, An  additional  rule concerning the use of "0F
Lavigth  with dynamic strings was acceptad  (subject  to
ratificotion).

14
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AGREED to odd to the Kernel

Dyvmomic string hondling is  preferable and if it  is
implamentad ,the "0F langth" clanse in o DIMension statement
sete o moximum lenoth for o string.

Gab Wornding Note.

Refore odjourning for lunch MP suggested thot  the Draft
Standard should include a "Warning Note® for any prospechtive
implementors mentioning oareas which are currently  under
discussion by the group. This was ngraad .,

7.0 Administroti

i
!-
H
5

The Stondords meeting resumed ob 3.40pm  to deol with two
Llomis .

7«1 Chodrmon of Standordisotion Groug.

As Borge Christensen had resigned (but wonld remain ns  a
member of the Develoapment Group) nominotions were sought for
Chairman.Roy Atherton agreed to act as  Chairman of  both
grovps until  the next meeting, but pointed out thot his
workiond wonld not allow this to  continne. KA suuggested
thot o well-known figure (e.g. I Borron) from the computd ng
worlid he sought to take the chair. It was agreed +hat the
names of  anyg  avoiloble persons would be submitted to the
secretary before the next meeting.

o Iote & Locotion of Next Meeting.

Tt was agrasd after discussion that the next meating would
be held din or near London (possibly Reading) on the 13th and
14th of April 1984.

Resumption of Development Group meeting
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.0

i™

gendo .
The Development meeting resumed to deonl with Shart Forms and

Lo try  to raach an agreement that could be ratified hy the
Stondordisotion Group.

Bl Short Forms of IF, FOR, WHILE & REFEAT.

e opened the discussion by referving to the minutes of the
pravioug  meelting. MF Falt that the decision on whether to
include these forms in the Kernel should only be mode after
congidering  the criteria for inclusion. As they do not add
features  to  the longuoge he felt they should NOT he
i Ladad, BLC snid  the short FOR was useful in teaching
iterotion.,

nC - did wot  like them becouse they hide nrogrom
structura, but agraed they would be ensy to teach.

Ré: hod prepoved o poper fovouring their inclusion and
this paper was copied and distributed.

KK osked RA if he fovoured the FOR and IF more thon the
obhar Lwo.

M soid shorts were only o specinl cose, but DO soid
thay ware an important specinl cose.

The choirman osked for o stotement of the current
situntinon, Aftar this it was agreed to take the IF and the
short loops os two seperote issues. The inclusion of the IF
in the kern2l wias rvecommended by 9 wvotes to 2. The
inclusion of ALL three loops in the kernel was  recommended
by 10 votes to 3.

Resumption of Standardisation Group meating

7.0 Hgenda

This meeting wos resumed ot Gpm to consider the
racommandations on short forms.

Té
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.1 Short Forms of IF, FOR, WHTLE & RFFEAT.
With six implemantors voting (plus the Chairman) under the
rules  of the Group, & out of 7 votes were regquired to carry
2 propnsal.  The proposal that the short IF be removed from
the Kernel wos defeated by & votes to 1. The short loonps
wara token individunlly but  only the short FOR  had  any
suppart  for  dnclusion in the Kernel. This wos aogreed by &
voybes Lo 1., The other short forms were unnanimous Ly
nccepted os stondord extensions.

AGREED

Lo The short IF remoins in the Kernel.

2. The short FOR is added to the Kernel.

. The short WHILE and short REPFFAT  are standord
axbansginng.

Resumption of Development Group meeting

10.0  fAgendn

The meeting resumed ot 5.3%0pm ond as there wos very little
Lima o number of small points were denlt with rapddly.

10.1  RFTURN

A semontic note ds  reguired  to distinguish hbetween the

hahaviour  of  PFrocadures and Functions. Secretary Lo draft
thin.

0.2 GOTO aut of o Structured Stotement.

Tt owas confirmed that this is allowed.
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10.3 810 with o Message.

Tt wos ogreed thot this would be an extension for now.

1.1 Costs.
Tt wos ogreed thot esch monufocturer would poy 200 povncs

starling  towards the costs of the Group. Kevin Ryan would
collect ond occount for this money.

L1a2  Manunls.,

In oddition to the test yprogroms it wos ogreed  thot
manufactursars  should provide copies of their manuals to one
another to check for dincompotibilities.

Tha meating closed at 6.00pm

18
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